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News focusMediawatch: Richard F. Harris looks at the reaction to last month’s 
announcement by the US Food and Drug Administration of approval of meat 
from cloned animals. 
Cloned beef hashThroughout most of this decade, 
the worst kept secret in American 
government was that the US Food and 
Drug Administration was preparing to 
approve meat from cloned livestock 
for human consumption. Journalists 
have been writing stories about this 
for years. And when the government 
finally took that fateful step in 
mid- January, it triggered a flood of 
news coverage.
Journalists couldn’t decide whether 
to spin this as another step towards 
a Brave New World of technology, 
or simply as an inevitable — even 
trivial — addition to the technologies 
we use to breed animals for 
human consumption. The struggle 
ultimately ended up being over 
how to accommodate the fears and 
hand- wringing of people who are 
afraid of cloned animals but can’t 
articulate much of a rationale, beyond 
a deep distrust of technology.
US Senator Barbara Mikulski, a 
Democrat from Maryland, probably 
stated this “yuck factor” most clearly 
in a quote that got good play: “Just 
because something was created in 
a lab doesn’t mean we should have 
to eat it,” she said, calling the FDA’s 
decision “reckless”. Looked at the 
issue one way, it’s not bad counsel 
from a senator whose state is home 
to scientific institutions such as the 
National Institutes of Health, John 
Hopkins University and J. Craig 
Venter’s enterprises, to name a few 
notable labs with largely inedible 
products. Looked at another way, the 
quote is curiously anti-science. But 
the word ‘cloning’ seems to release  
all parties from strict reason.
“I’m sure the science is fine today, 
and the government is making 
the right decision. But how many 
times has science come up with a 
different answer 20 years later?” dairy 
executive Bob Renaut asked in the 
Chicago Tribune a few days before the 
FDA went public with its decision.
An editorial writer at the East 
Lansing State News voiced a less than 
comforting response to this kind of visceral reaction to cloned animals. 
“Eating something from a clone? That 
seems so… unnatural,” the editorial 
said. “But look at some of the things 
we already eat — hormone- fed 
livestock, genetically altered fruit 
and vegetables and synthetic foods. 
Science is always affecting the food 
we eat daily.”
The London Times put it more 
palatably: “Meddling with food… is 
the essence of agriculture.” And the 
Los Angeles Times noted that: “the 
livestock industry has a long record 
of using a variety of reproduction 
technologies to improve the quality 
of its herds. Breeders began using 
artificial insemination in the 1960s. 
Then they moved on to more 
sophisticated techniques like in vitro 
fertilization and embryo splitting, 
which turns a single genetically 
desirable animal into twins.” In other 
words, what’s the beef with cloning?
FDA official Stephen Sundlof told 
the New York Times, “It is beyond our imagination to even have a theory 
for why the food is unsafe.” Another 
source in that article pointed out 
that the technology should appeal 
to an American public sold on the 
homogenization of our food supply. 
“When you buy a box of Cheerios 
in New York and one in Champaign, 
Illinois, you know they are going to be 
the same,” Jon Fisher, president and 
owner of Prairie State Semen in Illinois 
told the Times. “By shortening the 
genetic pool using clones, you can do 
a similar thing.”
American scepticism of using 
clones as breeding stock touched 
only lightly on an issue that Europeans 
focused much more closely upon. 
Cloning raises ethical questions 
because it produces more sickly 
animals in the process, so there 
are issues of animal welfare. “It’s a 
technology that has arisen out of a 
huge burden of animal suffering and 
that is still going on,” Joyce D’Silva, 
of Compassion in World Farming, 
told the Guardian. “It looks like it is 
going to be used to produce the most 
highly productive animals — the cows 
that produce most milk, the pigs with Issues: The prospect of cloned meat is one more thing consumers will need to consider. 
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With the world gearing up to new 
targets for reducing greenhouse gases 
after the Bali conference in December, 
Europe is keen to set an example 
amongst the developed world for 
agreeing significant cuts.
But there is increasing concern 
that the continent’s enthusiasm 
for action on global warming, and 
biofuels in particular as one means of 
tackling the issue, may present major 
problems. 
The European Commission is 
proposing a legal obligation to reduce 
carbon dioxide emissions across 
Europe by 20 per cent by 2020, 
compared with 1990 levels, as part of 
the EU’s measures to tackle climate 
change. To help achieve that  
20 per cent target, which will rise to 
30 per cent if a global treaty is agreed, 
the European emissions trading 
scheme (ETS) will be tightened up, 
particularly in widening it to include 
other greenhouse gases.
Each nation has been set 
compulsory carbon emission 
reductions for sectors, such as road 
transport and domestic heating, 
which remain outside the ETS. One 
of the hardest-hit countries was 
Britain, set a target of 16 per cent 
reduction.
Part of the renewables requirement 
will be met by the EU’s expectation 
that at least 10 per cent of road fuel 
Researchers are having worries about 
Europe’s new biofuel and carbon 
emission targets. Nigel Williams 
reports.
All tanked up
Not so green: There are concerns about the real value of crops such as oilseed rape in provid-
ing environmentally beneficial biofuels. (Photo: National Geographic/Getty Images.)the meatiest bodies. These are the 
high- producing animals that have 
the most endemic welfare problems 
anyway.” In other words, the very 
real animal welfare concerns aren’t 
specific to cloning at all.
Of course, since many people just 
think cloning sounds gross, one easy 
way out is to label meat as cloned or 
not cloned. The FDA said it wouldn’t 
prevent companies from marketing 
their meat as clone-free (presuming 
they come up with a reasonable 
measure for making that statement, 
in the absence of a test that can 
distinguish the meat of clones). But 
even that gets tricky.
Since many people just think 
cloning sounds gross, one 
easy way out is to label meat 
as cloned or not cloned
For the present, at least, clones 
cost over $10,000 a head, so nobody 
is going to butcher these animals 
regularly. The real market is in the 
offspring of clones. And labelling 
those animals is next to impossible. 
James Greenwood, president 
of the Biotechnology Industry 
Association, asked the Washington 
Post reporter to imagine the labels 
that would be required. “‘This steak’s 
father was a clone.’ ‘This steak’s 
grandfather was a clone.’ ‘This steak’s 
great- grandmother was a clone.’ At 
what point does it become absurd?” 
Equally dubious was the 
oft- repeated statement in many news 
articles that it will be many years 
before we see significant amounts 
of meat from cloning technology in 
our food supply. Many hundreds of 
cattle have already been cloned, 
and not just for the sport of it. The 
Washington Post quoted Kansas 
cattleman Donald Coover with this 
pithy observation: “This is a fairy tale 
that this technology is not being used 
and is not already in the food chain. 
Anyone who tells you otherwise 
either doesn’t know what they are 
talking about, or they are not being 
honest.”
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